






































































































































































































































FUNDING - Continued 

consum~r, and may (if levied at a high rate) have a direct 
imp~ot on the supply and demanq for recycled/recyclable 
ntat~ria+s .. It also has ~n educational •spect (when imposed 
a~ th~ retail level, or in conjunction with labeling of 
whole~~le-t~xed product~)@ It can b~ designed to be n,either 
~ore complex nor more difficult to collect than other excise 
taxes .. Minnesota's current sales tax at the retail level is 
complicated (not c6n~istently applied), therefore state tax 
policy makers pr~fer s4ch a tax to be applieq at tpe 
wpolesale level (which m~y require product labeling if an 
educational penefit is ~equired). 

Washington state, in 1988 imposed an 008 percent tax on the 
wholesale value of hazardous substances including chemicals, 
petroleum product$ and pesticides. It exempts natural gas 
and petroleum transported out of the state for fuel. It is 
expected to g~nerate $50 million biennially, and will 
increase with the price and purchasing of those products 
over time (it is obviously not at a level designed to deter 
purchases) .. Tne tax is levied on the first in-state 
possession of the listed products. 

Arizona passed a tax (3% - q%) on hazardous products, but it 
was vetoed by Governor Meecham@ 

Iowa requires shelf labels on materials defined as 
"household hazardous materials'' and applies a 4% taxo 
Materials subject to the surtax, include: motor oils, oil 
filters, gasoline and diesel additives, degreasers, waxes, 
polishes, solvents, paints (except latex), lacquers, 
thinners, caustic cleaners, spot removers, and petroleum 
based fertilizers. it does not include, detergents, soaps, 
bleach, personal ca+e products, cosmetics or medications. 

Vermont proposed a statewide container tax of 3 cents to 
$3.00 per product on household products that require 
disposal in household hazardous waste programs. This was 
defeated in 1987 .. 

Minnesota: Retail.rs in our state have cautioned that such 
a product tax should be i~poseq on~ limited number of 
products, revenue.should be used for solid waste management 
(vs. general revenue), it should impose limited new record 
keeping requirements, and p~riodic justification is needed 
to continue the asse~sment. Ret~ilers oppose labeling at 
the state level (i0e., preferring uniform national 
lableling)@ 

The MN Revenue Qepartment provided SCOR~ with an estimate ot 
a product ta~ sy~tem: A one percent tax, imposed at the 
retail level, on the following proble~ materials: household 
and automotive batteries, white goodEJ, paipts and coatings, 
pesticides and qil filters. At one percent, such a tax 
would generate $11.3 million/year in Minnesota. 
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FUNDING - Continued 

Retailers/Resource Advisors have provided information and 
direction on the impacts of such a product tax at the retail 
level. (They also caution that many re~ailers are the first 
in-state purchaser, in the event of a wholesale-level 
approach). Estimates for conversion of cash registers to 
deal with the new tax on certain materials range from $250 
to $500,000 for programmable registers (younger than 5 
years). Some retailers do not have computerized registers, 
and this would add to the administrative and operational 
burdens for those store owners. At least a six month lead 
time is needed for such a conversion. Administrative 
expenses (excluding programming of registers) could be up to 
3 percent of the tax collected for the average retailer. If 
the taxed items are not primary products, they may choose to 
discontinue them rather than to convert. 

B. STATEWIDE TIP FEE SURCHARGE 

Surcharges on tip fees at landfills and resource recovery facilities 
are being used in an increasing number of states to underwrite the 
costs of recycling, landfill abatement, clean-up and monitoring. 
Surcharges increase the cost of disposal and are passed along 
ultimately to waste generators as higher hauling fees. But, it is 
important to understand that haulers cannot always immediately pass 
on the costs to their customers because of long-term fixed price 
contracts. Surcharges on tip fees are considered a particularly 
equitable method of generating revenues for recycling and landfill 
abatement programs, except in cases where solid waste programs are 
funded by tax levy. 

The draft Solid Waste Policy Report contains the following estimate 
of total solid waste volume (converted to tons) in Minnesota in 1986: 

Landfill disposal 
Recycling 
Yard Waste Compost 
Energy Recovery/ 
MSW and co-compost 
Total Waste Stream 

- 3,004,000 
236,000 

67,000 

34,000 
3,341,000 

Assuming that a surcharge applied to waste residues from energy 
recovery facilities and/or MSW composting facilities is one=half of 
the fee applied to landfilled waste; and that there is no growth in 
the waste stream; that all yard waste is removed by 1992 and that it 
equals about 10 percent of the 1986 waste disposed in landfills; that 
recycling reaches 10 percent of the total waste stream by 1990, 15 
percent by 1995 and 25 percent by 2000; and that energy recovery and 
MSW composting handle 10%, 20% and 40% respectively: 

Revenue Generation at $1, $2, and $5 per ton (Rough Estimate) 

Year $1 ~2 $5 
1986 $ 3,031,000 $ 6,042,000 $ 15,155,000 
1990 2,498,000 4,996,000 12,490,000 
1995 1,872,000 3,744,000 9,360,000 
2000 870,000 1,740,000 4,350,000 
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FUNDING - Continued 

As shown, revenues would be expected to decline over time as yard 
waste is removed totally from the MSW waste stream after 1990 in the 
Twin Cities and after 1992 in Greater MN, and as recycling and waste 
to energy facilities handle increasing amounts of the waste stream. 
Revenue generation declines in direct proportion to the amount of 
waste reduction, re-use, and recycling that occurs; and by half the 
amount of waste-to-energy processing that occurs. Note that the 
estimates above assume no growth in the waste stream. It is likely 
the waste stream will continue to grow, so the estimates may prove to 
be low® It is also assumed that the entire state is subject to the 
surcharge in the figures above; although a two tier system (Metro 
and non-metro) may be reasonable. 

Other states• Experiences: 

Five states (Illinois, Iowa, Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Vermont) 
are known to have state wide surcharges. In Illinois, a $0.45/ton 
surcharge is collected at landfills. In Iowa, a small surcharge was 
increased to $2.00/ton on 7/1/88 and is applied only to landfills. 
$1.50 goes to the state for grants and administration, and $0.50 goes 
to local waste management commissions or landfill operators to begin 
recycling programs. Pennsylvania will impose a $2.00/ton surcharge 
beginning 10/26/88 at landfills and resource recovery plants to be 
used exclusively for recycling programs. 

Minnesota's Experience: 

MN Statutes Chapter 115A.919 and 115.A921 allow counties and cities 
that host mixed municipal solid waste disposal facilities to impose a 
fee on the operators of such facilities. In both cases, the fees are 
paid directly to the county and/or city. 

To date, there is no state wide surcharge imposed on Minnesota 
facilitieso Twenty nine Greater Minnesota counties, and all seven 
Metro counties have enacted landfill surchargese (Only four of the 
seven counties have landfills, however, all seven counties share the 
landfill surcharge revenue under a joint powers agreement0) 

In the case of counties, there is no limit on the size of the fee 
(surcharge) that can be imposed. The revenue is credited to the 
county general fund and can be used only for landfill abatement or 
closure, post closure and response actions, or mitigation and 
compensation for local risks, costs, and adverse side effects of the 
facility. 

In the case of cities, there is a limit on the size of the fee to 
$0.35/cubic yard or its equivalent. The revenue is also credited to 
the general fund of the city, to be used accordingly: $0.10 can be 
used for any general fund purpose; the remaining $0.25 can be used 
only for landfill abatement or mitigation and compensation. 
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FUNDING - Continued 

In both cases, "waste residue" from energy and resource recovery 
facilities at which solid waste is processed and, where the 
processing results in at least 50% reduction in volume, one half of 
the fee is waived. 

Metropolitan Solid Waste Landfill Fee: A fee has been established on 
the operators of mixed municipal solid waste disposal facilities 
(landfills) in the Twin Cities metropolitan area@ The fee is 
$0.50/cubic yard or equivalent (with waste residue exempt as 
described above). Payment of the fee is made to the Commissioner of 
Revenue, and proceeds of the fees, including interest and penalties, 
are deposited in the state treasury in two separate accounts. 

One half of the revenue is placed in the Metropolitan Landfill 
Contingency Action Fund [for water supply monitoring (Dept. of 
Health) and closure/post-closure after twenty years (PCA)]. The 
second half of the money is placed in the Metropolitan Landfill 
Abatement Fund for use by the Metropolitan Council as program 
administration and grants to any qualified person for: resource 
recovery; market development for reusable, recyclable waste 
materials; public education; planning; and technical assistance; and 
grants to counties to pay for planning, developing and operating yard 
waste composting and recycling programs@ 

C .. DEPOSITS 

The SCORE members requested information on container deposit as a 
source of funding (through unredeemed deposits) for solid waste 
programs® If container deposit was instituted in Minnesota, 
approximately $10 million/year (ten cent deposit, 95% return 
rate, 1985 regional container volume estimates) in revenue from 
unredeemed deposits may be expected@ 

Of the ten states which now have a container deposit system, only 
one, Iowa has access to the unredeemed deposit funds (all other 
states allow the unredeemed deposits to remain in the private 
sector collection system). Iowa dedicates the funds to alcohol 
rehabilitation programs. California's new law imposes a one cent 
per container charge at the distributor level. The money is 
turned over to the Department of Conservation@ In concept, the 
tax is used to establish a one cent per container minimum 
redemption value at local redemption centers. (Hundreds of 
convenience zones with recycling centers have been established 
throughout the statee) 

The redemption value, and the fee is proposed to increase over 
time if minimum recycling/redemption rates are not achieved. The 
funds from unredeemed containers ($35 million/year) are to be 
used for administration; a reserve fund; to fund convenience 
incentive payments for rural centers; litter and recycling 
information/education program; litter and recycling activities; 
and redemption bonusese At this time, the California system is 
under criticism because the convenience center concept is not 
working, and the redemption value appears to be too low to foster 
extensive voluntary recycling® 
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FUNDING - Continued 

Propo$als for ~epQ$it~ o~ p;p~lem m~terials appear to have been 
limited to lea~ acid ~att1ries in t~e United states. Only one 
state (Rhode Island) had~ deposit systfam for lead acid 
batteries, but t~is wa~ changed to a surcharge prior to 
implementation .. M:ost other eitat4a~ 1nandate collection, or apply a 
non-refundable sqrobarge. lf a lead acid battery ~epostt system 
were in place in Minne$ota, it i~ estimated that the r~turp from 
unredeemed deposit$ wo~ld be aprqximately $20,000/year, based on 
a $5 .. 00 depoeit .. Collection syst~ms for household batteri~s 
exist in ~urope and ~apan, but have not been feasible yet in the 
U.S. due to difficulty in developing workable storage/deposit 
systems, and the fact that not all household batteries ate 
recyclable at this ti~e. 

D. INCENTIVES USING STATE FUNDING 

It is clear that tpe st~te ~ay use criteria for local 
implementors to achieve prior to t:he reciept of state funding .. 
One approach mentioned by SCORE members was the concept of 
witholding state funds if a local implementing government did not 
achieve program goals. 

If a county did not meet recycling standards, certain state funds 
designated for county recycling activities or for other county 
programs could be withheld or terminated. The state could also 
reward performance that exceed~d ~tandards through the same 
program., 

Minnesota has an ~Xalllple of linking ~ligibility and procudural 
requirements in statute and rule: the Community Health Services 
Program of the Minnesota Departm•nt of Health. This program 
allows for the withholding, termination or required reimbursement 
of subsidy funds it a 9ounty fails to comply with an approved 
plan or budget or reguire~ents of an applicable rule or statute, 
or other just cause. · However, CHS has never had to withhold 
funds .. 
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APPENDIX l 
MINNESOTA: LOCAL FUNDING AUTHORITIES FOR 

SOLID WASTE PROGRAMING COSTS 

MeS. 400 gives counties broad authority to conduct solid waste 
management programs including collection, processing, and disposal of 
solid waste and activities involving closure and postclosure of solid 
waste facilities. The law also provides a number of ways for 
counties to finance solid waste management programs which include the 
following: 

1. Counties may acquire by gift, lease, purchase, contract for 
deed or eminent domain any land it feels is necessary for solid 
waste purposes. 

2. Counties may construct, expand, repair, operate and maintain 
any property or facilities necessary for solid waste management 
purposes. Counties may also enter into contracts with others for 
these purposes. 

3. Counties may establish a solid waste service area by 
resolution and after holding a public hearing. Within the 
service area the county may: 

* by ordinance and after a public hearing, establish service 
charges to property owners and establish rates for the use 
of the disposable facilities; 

* determine the manner in which rates and service charges 
will be billed or collected; 

* assess all property that is delinquent in paying service 
charges and extending these assessments to the tax rolls of 
the county; 

* levy a tax on any property in the service area; 

* use any combination of service charges and taxes for waste 
management purposes (such service charges may include 
depreciation and payment of principal and interest on money 
borrowed for acquisition or betterment of facilities). 

4. Counties may levy property taxes upon all property in the county 
in anticipation of waste management activities. The proceeds of the 
tax may be placed in a special fund for such future needs. The 
proceeds also may be invested in securities as authorized in M.S. 
475.66. 

5. Counties may issue revenue bonds for waste management purposes. 
The principal of the revenue bonds is to be retired solely from 
revenue derived from rates and charges. 

6. Counties may issue other bonds not dependent on revenue derived 
from the operation of a waste management system. Proceeds from these 
bonds may be used for the acquisition or betterment of solid waste 



APPENDIX I - ContirtU$d 

facilities iricludirig rel~ases from blbsed solid waste facliities or 
for.reftihdirtg.ahy outstanding bOJ;1d~ issued for such ptirposei. These 
bonds may be retired using any of tHe county's taxirig power. 

70 co~ntiei d~rtiriij o~ d~er~tirig sb;id.i,st~ manigem,rit ticllities 
must establish a solid wast:e management fund in which all -rates and 
charges must be accounted for~ 

8. ,. Additional authoi:-ity to. ~harge, ff38S for county services Waa 
granted bj the 1~~7 te~i~l~tur~~ tinder Ch~pter 164, courtti~~.iiy 
charge fees for services provided bf any county office, .department, 
or employee. The douh~y~~y il~d i~pose a fee on th• o~~ratd~~ bf 
facilities for each ctibid yard.of mixed municipal waste ... Revenue 
from the fee must be credited tp the co¥rity Is general fund" The i 

funds generated by thi fe~ fu~t be u~ed for only landfill ~bate*eht 
purposss, cl~sure or,pdit cldstire bare ina response actions fbt the 
purposes of mitigation dt do~p~~~atto~ ~nd other adverse ~ffect~ 
attributed to waste management fadilities. 

9. Counties may use the joint powers agreement as a means of 
promoting cooperation and joiht1y finahding projects of interst to 
cities, counties, and town~hips. Ac~ordihg to a state Planning 
Agency report on Interlocal, Cooperation,.1tcooperating units have 
available all of the various financial powers of local government and 
have the added advantage of oeing able to use them in various 
combinations, the ext:entto w~ich they ca.n go in providing a local 
service is limited only by their combined resources and occasionally 
by limits stated in the law." 

The State Attorney G~n~rai•~ of~ice .h~~ tid.conce~ns regarding joint 
powers agreements. The first, is the authorities of a joint board are 
not clearly ~pecified in th~.~ta~ut•, ~~~b~pt tbr.issuance of bonds. 
second, there are some questions concerning the liability of the 
participating units in a jdint hoard. 

10. Chapter 685, passed by the 1988 Legislature, provides that 
counties may.receive ~P to.as percent 9f the ~ost of abating waste 
tire nuisances. if.their wciste.tir~.abatem~n~ plan is.approved by the 
Waste Management Board ... The l~w also provides.that, the county may, 
through civil action, recover a~ate~ent costs ti:om the tire collector 
responsible for the nuisarice and mat be eligibla t? r~ceive grants 
from the board to establistt waste tire collection sites. 
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OTHER STATES' RAMS 

California 
o state recycling policy (1988) recommends that the county solid 

waste management planning fee (specified in California Government 
Code) be used for all planning and program development 
requirements for local governments that would result from 
implementing State Recycling Policy; '°program development" means 
work leading up to capital and operational costs; these fees are 
to be raised from surcharges on landfills or haulers of wastes 
operating within local boundaries; 

o funds for implementing local programs to be included as part of 
costs for overall solid waste systems (i.e., consumers pay for 
recycling); costs to consumers should be structured on user basis 
(variable drum rates--90 gallon drums in which recyclable items 
are placed at each residence--rate can vary greatly depending on 
locale, e.g. $36-$65 from one county to another), or at least 
with additional costs charged above average flat base rates once 
recycling opportunities are outlined@ 

Canada 
Ontario Ministry to the Environment distributes these grants. They 
are all aimed at supporting municipal recycling and are available to 
municipalities and sometimes to other entities as indicated below. 

o operating cost grant (available to municipalities) 
grants up to five years per project to cover net operating 
cost of a project up to a specified maximum percent of gross 
expenses; 

o capital cost grant (available to municipalities and nonprofit 
recyclers) 

grants to share in the capital costs of new plant and 
equipment (land and related costs not eligible) necessary for 
initiating or expanding recycling projects; grant is 
determined on case-by-case basis depending on share of costs 
applicant is prepared to contribute and other available 
funding sources; 

o household bins (available to municipalities) 
grants for share of cost for municipalities to acquire 
household bins for curbside recycling, amount to 
municipalities determined by what they willing to contribute 
and what they can get from other sources; 1 bin per household 
served; 

o promotion and advertising grant (available to municipalities and 
nonprofit recyclers) 

grants to support up to 50% expenses to a maximum of 10 cents 
per capita per year for maximum of 5 years, for promoting and 
advertising local recycling project; 

13 



o ~ (availoble to municipalities, industry 
associations, comunity or environmental organizations, companies, 
boards of education or individuals) 

grants up to $15,000 provided on case-by-case basis for 
raising understanding and awareness of 4R's: reduction, 
reuse, recycling, recovery; includes wages and salaries, 
benefits, materials; purchased service's; 

o e onstra ·on r n (available to municipalities, individuals, 
companies organizations) 

grants Up to 100% of costs for demonstration, pilot, study 
projects for increasing knowledge base and advancing 
state-of-the-art recycling; 

o feasibility study grants (available to municipalities and 
nonprofit recyclers) 

grants up to 50% for studies required for operating and 
capital cost grants. 

In addition to the grants, Ontario has put a 7 cent/case deposit for 
curbside collection of recyclables. 

Connecticut 
o state provides $25,000 gr ts to planning agencies (level of 

agency not clarified) for setting up regional reclamation systems 
using intermediate processing centers;--municipalities must join 
and participate in one region or develop recycling program of own 
(perhaps "planning agency" is whoever plans the program); 

Florida 

state may issue grant to cover 100% cost for plan, design and 
construction of intermediate processing centers and 
accompanying education0 

o Has enacted a trash tax effective October 1, 1988 that will 
impose fees as of January 1, 1989 on producers and distributors 
of tires and newsprint: 
o a 50 cent fee will be added to each new tire sold; the fee 

will double in 1990; the state has not determined whether 
distributors or producers will pay these fees; 

o a 10 cent/ton fee will be on newsprint, but for each ton a 
company recycles, the dime will be deducted; 

o the producers of lead-acid batteries and solvent and petroleum 
products will pay $1 tax/units sold; 

o by October 1992 companies producing packaging made of glass, 
plastic, plastic-coated paper or aluminum or other metels must 
recycle 50% of its product or a 1 cent deposit will kick in; in 
1995 that will be raised to 2 cents for companies not meeting the 
50% recycling goal; 

o the monies collected from these fees will be deposited in one of 
two trust funds: a new trust for funding recycling programs; and 
an existing trust for funding cleanup of hazardous waste; the new 
trust fund money will be distributed to municipalities and 
counties for recycling effortse 
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I.l.in.Qll 
o Requires cities to adopt a recycling program, specifies 

requirements; authorizes certain grants to nonprofit 
organizations, cities, counties for recycling projects& 

Massachusetts 
o Provides grants or loans to municipalities for intermediate 

processing centers; recipients required to do public education in 
return for financial aid; 

o municipalities are being persuaded to join above mentioned 
regional centers through cost-avoidance measure, as landfill 
costs are $60-70 per ton; to join, municipalities must pass 
mandatory source separation ordinances requiring households to 
place cans and bottles into special containers. 

New Jersey 
o Surcharge of $1.50 per ton of waste delivered to solid waste 

management transfer or disposal facility used to replenish 
revolving fund to provide rebates to counties for every ton of 
recycled material (and other purposes); under new mandatory 
source separation/recycling, the revolving state Recycling Fund 
provides~ to municipalities or counties for collection, 
processing and marketing of recyclables; 

County must prepare/adopt plan implementing state goals: 
-municipalities must recycle 15% of prior year's solid waste 
stream; 
-$7.8 million go from treasury to counties and 
municipalities: 

15% to counties and 85% to municipalities; these 
appropriations must be repaid to general fund from 
recycling fund; 

o not less than 45% of state nonlapsing revolving fund 
(administered by New Jersey Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection) must be used for 5 year program of 
recycling grants to municipalities based on total number of tons 
annually recycled from residential and commerical sources in that 
municipality; not more than 10% of fund can be for county and 
municipalities planning. 

New York 
o Introduced bill to appropriate $100,000 for Department of 

Environmental Conservation to establish solid waste management 
training program; would train and develop instructional materials 
for municipalities and other operators of solid waste management 
facilities, including programs for reduction or recycling; 
,. 

o introduced bill mandates source separation by municipalities by 
1989; directs commissioner of Env1,ironmental Conservatibn to 
prepare model local law for use for municipalities. 
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Ohio 
o Funds from assessment on corporations in state based on corporate 

ran is ta rte (a surcharge on corporate income tax based on 
amount of profit, at certain millage rate, not to exceed $5,000 
annually), for coordination of activities in political 
subdivsions aimed at local-level (city, county, township) 
establishment of recycling centers; 
o 80% of funds generated ($10 million annually since 1981) goes 

to local governments for litter prevention and recycling; 

o local governments apply for grants annually--a match is 
required for litter control, no match is required for 
recycling programs--amount varies with type of grant and size 
of government entity: 

Oregon 

$100,000 is at the high end of grants, for 1st year 
operating costs, down to $60,000 next years if 
applied for; 

cities of 100,000 population average around 
$80,000-60,000 grants, cities below 10,000 population 
average $30,000; 

grants are given for operational expenses of 
recycling programs run by nonprofits, local 
government demonstrations of innovative programs 
($10,000-15,000), integration of recycling into solid 
waste management to reduce flow of wastes to 
landfills .. 

o In 1983 Oregon enacted law requiring local entities to give every 
citizen opportunity to recycle as conveniently as having their 
garbage collected; 

o recycling services are funded by local entities through~ 
rate. franchise fees or alternative source; the first two fees 
are collected from private haulers--all garbage collection in 
Oregon is by private haulers with whom citizens have the choice 
to contract or they may dump their own garbage; 

o local governments are mandated to provide education and promotion 
for recycling programs; the state funds (from oil overcharge) and 
provides technical assistance for projects; 

o (1987) funds capital costs (not including land) from State 
appropriation ($2.5 million in 1986) to local governments for 75% 
of project costs up to $1 million; mass burn plant, recycling 
facility and industrial waste-to-energy facilities have been 
funded .. 

Pennsylvania 
o (1988) Funds local recycling collection within 4 years using 

statewide landfill surcharge: 
the surcharge is $2/ton, expected to total $28 million goes 
into recycling fund; funds up to 90% of local recycling 
programs--on a case-by-case basise 
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Rhode Island 
o Rhode I Solid Management Corporation funds (from 

disposal fees plus 5 cent taxx/case of soda and beer) 100% 
(almost) costs of local recycling programs for first 3 years of 
operation; the cost for 6 year funding cycle is $30 million, 
includes recycling faciity; it is mandatory for 29 municipalities 
using state solid waste facilities and also available to 39 other 
cities in 1989; 

o state funding will "offset" all costs to municipalities that 
statute requires, e.g., operational and administrative expenses, 
but not "extra" expenses incurred by cities in preparing or 
transporting materials to market; 

o state will recover revenues obtained from marketing recyclables 
during first 3 years of program; 

o Department of Environmental Mmanagement will determine level of 
funding to municipalities from $25 million over 5 years to 
coordinate governmental, industrial and volunteer recyling 
schemes--part of mandatory source separation and recycling in 
which municipalities must adopt rules requiring separation of 
recyclables from waste stream. 

Wisconsin 
o municipalities can establish and require use of recycling 

facilities--grants for demonstration projects and waste reduction 
available from state to municipalities; 

grant amounts are 50% of actual cost up to $75,000, from a 
State fund of $150,000/year, generated from state tax 
revenues. 
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